REMARKS 

The Office Action contends that the following alleged species lack unity 

of invention: 

Alleged Species 1 - Figures 1a to 1c 

Alleged Species 2 - Figures 2a to 2e and 3a to 3e 

Alleged Species 3 - Figure 4 

Alleged Species 4 - Figures 5 and 6a to 6c 

Applicants provisionally elect Alleged Species 2, Le., Figures 2a to 2e 
and 3a to 3e,^ with traverse . Claims 19 to 32 and 37 to 44 correspond to the 
provisionally elected Alleged Species 2. Claims 19 to 32 and 37 to 44 are generic to 
multiple Alleged Species. 

Applicants respectfully traverse the alleged lack of unity of invention 
for at least the following reasons. 

As an initial matter, Applicants disagree with the contention that 
Figures la to 1c constitute a separate "species" from Figures 2a to 2e and 3a to 3e. 
In this regard, Figure 3a, for example, illustrates a drive gear 100, such as that 
illustrated in, e.g. . Figures la to 1c, in its operation-appropriate position relative to an 
output gear 200, such as that illustrated in, e.g. . Figures 2a to 2c. See, e.g. , page 9, 
lines 32 to 33 of the Specification. Accordingly, to the extent that the alleged lack of 
unity of invention might be maintained, at least Figures la to 1c should be grouped 
with Figures 2a to 2e and 3a to 3e. Withdrawal -- or at least modification -- of the 
alleged lack of unity of invention is respectfully requested. 



^In the Response filed on May 1 , 2008, reference was incorrectly made to "claims 2a to 2e 
and 3a to 3e." This paper corrects that typographic error. 
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Respectfully submitted. 



Date: May 6, 2008 By: /Clifford A. Ulrich/ 

Clifford A. Ulrich 
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